Chapter 4

Other Statutory Considerations

This chapter addresses other statutory considerations that must be evaluated pursuant to NEPA and
CEQA. The following sections address these specific statutory considerations, with the applicable
environmental guidelines noted in parentheses:

= 4.1 - Cumulative Impacts (NEPA and CEQA)
= 4.2 - Growth-Inducing Impacts (NEPA and CEQA)

= 4.3 - Significant Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources That Would Result
from the Proposed Action (NEPA and CEQA)

= 4.4 - Relationship between Local Short-Term Uses of the Environment and the Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity (NEPA)

= 4.5 - Mitigation Monitoring Program for CEQA-Mandated Mitigation (CEQA)
= 4.6 - Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts (CEQA)
= 4.7 -Findings of Fact and Statements of Overriding Consideration (CEQA)

4.1 Cumulative Impacts
4.1.1 LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Cumulative impacts are the impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impacts of the
proposed action when added to the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions (14 CCR 15355[b], 40 CFR 1508.7), regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or entity
undertakes such other actions. These impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over time.

The president’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations and the State of California’s
CEQA Guidelines require that the cumulative impacts of a proposed action be addressed in an
environmental document when the cumulative impacts are expected to be significant (40CFR
1508.25[a][2],14 CCR 15130[a]),). When a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect
that is not “cumulatively considerable,” the lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall
briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable.

4.1.2 METHODOLOGY

The analysis of cumulative impacts in this EA/DEIR addresses the cumulative impacts of the Proposed
Action, as well as those of the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2. The Proposed
Action may be implemented in an interactive manner with other projects. In addition, these other projects
may affect the impacts of the Proposed Action.
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According to the CEQA Guidelines, the cumulative impacts discussion “should be guided by the
standards of practicality and reasonableness.” The CEQA Guidelines require that a cumulative impacts
analysis identify related projects, summarize the expected environmental impacts of those related
projects, and analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed and related projects. The geographic scope
of the area examined for cumulative impacts is the Trinity River corridor between Lewiston Dam and the
confluence of the North Fork Trinity River at Helena, California, because this is the area designated for
river restoration activities under the Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration Project FEIS/EIR (U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service et al. 2000a). Downstream of the North Fork Trinity River, mainstem Trinity
River flows remain adequate to maintain the alluvial river attributes (see Chapter 3.3 for a description of
these attributes) central to restoring the Trinity River fishery. The non-flow measures incorporated into
the Flow Evaluation Alternative described in the ROD are specifically intended to restore the 40-mile
reach of the mainstem Trinity River below the TRD. In essence, for purposes of analyzing cumulative
effects, the lead agencies have determined that the geographic scope to be considered is the 40-mile reach
of the mainstem Trinity River below Lewiston Dam. The geographic scope of this EA/DEIR precludes
consideration of the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, either
upstream of Lewiston Dam or other elements of the CVP outside the Trinity River basin.

The following section summarizes the projects and programs that, along with the Proposed Action, may
contribute to cumulative impacts.

4.1.3 RELATED PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS
Fish Habitat Management

Forty-seven mechanical rehabilitation projects were identified in the FEIS/EIR for the Trinity River
Mainstem Fishery Restoration Project (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al. 2000a). The project
evaluated in this EA/DEIR is the third in a series of channel rehabilitation projects planned by the TRRP.
Currently, the TRRP is planning several additional rehabilitation projects, with oversight from the TMC.

The TRRP has two distinct program elements: 1) the Rehabilitation and Implementation Group, which is
responsible for project development, engineering, and regulatory compliance, and 2) the Technical
Modeling and Analysis Group, which is responsible for project development, monitoring, and integrating
activities in an adaptive management framework.

A number of federal, state, and local participants are involved at both the policy and project level. Active
participants include Reclamation, USFWS, NMFS, USFS, BLM, the Regional Water Board, DWR,
Trinity County, and the Hoopa Valley and Yurok Tribes.

Several projects identified in the ROD have been completed and an additional project (Canyon Creek
Suite of Rehabilitation Sites) is expected to be constructed in fall 2006. The first of these projects was the
replacement of four bridges between Lewiston and Douglas City to accommodate higher flows in the
Trinity River (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 2003). Construction of the four bridges was completed in
2005. The second of these completed projects was a mechanical channel rehabilitation project at Hocker
Flat on the Trinity River from RM 78 to 79.1. The rehabilitation activities proposed in this EA/DEIR are
similar to those described in the EA/DEIR for the Canyon Creek project.
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Additional mechanical channel rehabilitation projects (consisting of work at 18 rehabilitation sites
originally defined in the FEIS/EIR) are slated for implementation by the TRRP between 2006 and 2008.
The Upper Lewiston (Sites 1-4) and Dark Gulch projects are in the planning stage, with estimated
construction in 2007. Projects that include eight additional original FEIS/EIR locations are planned for
2008. These projects, located between Lewiston Dam and Junction City, are similar in size and character
to the project activities described in Chapter 2. In addition, the TRRP has been augmenting coarse
sediment to the mainstem Trinity River in order to enhance alluvial processes and provide juvenile and
spawning habitat for anadromous salmonids. In late summer 2003, 2000 cubic yards of coarse sediment
(gravel) were placed in the Trinity River at the Lewiston cableway.

In addition to the river rehabilitation projects, the TRRP has completed projects to modify local
infrastructure (e.g., raising roads at Poker Bar, moving a residence downstream of Indian Creek,
relocating pumps and pump houses) between Douglas City and Lewiston Dam to accommodate future
ROD flow releases of up to 11,000 cfs.

The success of future rehabilitation projects is contingent on the increased Trinity River flows mandated
by the ROD. The goals of these projects are similar to those of the Proposed Action:

= increase the diversity and area of habitat for anadromous salmonids, particularly habitat suitable
for rearing;

= increase the structural and biological complexity of habitat for various species of wildlife
associated with riparian habitats; and

» increase the hydraulic and fluvial geomorphic diversity and complexity.

Future projects are intended to encourage desirable geomorphic features. Design criteria have been
established to:

= increase channel sinuosity;

= increase diversity in the longitudinal profile of the Trinity River;
= enhance conditions that result in dynamic alternate bar sequences;
= ensure functional floodplains over a range of flows;

= provide side channels that function over a range of flows; and

= enhance or create off-channel wetlands.

Additional restoration actions proposed for the Trinity River corridor include dredging of the Hamilton
sediment ponds at the mouth of Grass Valley Creek, which control the introduction of fine sediment from
the creek into the Trinity River, and adding up to 5,100 cubic yards of coarse sediment to the Trinity
River downstream of the TRSSH before September 15, 2006.

The development and implementation of a Coarse Sediment Management Plan for the Trinity River is
anticipated to result in placement of about 10,300 cubic yards of gravel into the river annually, with an
estimated range from 0O cubic yards in critically dry water years to 67,000 cubic yards in extremely wet
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water years. The actual amounts and locations would be determined through the TRRP monitoring
program.

Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration Project

The Trinity River, a major tributary of the Klamath River system, has been subject to extensive water
development as part of the CVP. Efforts have been underway since the TRD was constructed to mitigate
for its adverse effects on salmonid habitat. The ROD issued on the FEIS (U.S. Department of Interior
2000; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al. 2000) portion of the FEIS/EIR (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
et al. 2000) mandates a restoration program consisting of “a combination of managed high flow releases,
mechanical riparian berm removal, and gravel augmentation to redirect geomorphic processes so that a
more complex channel form will evolve, creating the mosaic of aquatic habitats necessary to enhance
freshwater salmonid production.”

The FEIS acknowledged a broad spectrum of cumulative impacts, including impacts in the Trinity River
basin and the Central Valley of California. The discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 4.1 of the
Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration Draft EIS/EIR (DEIS/EIR) was focused on the managed flow
releases, primarily with regards to water supply and power production outside the Trinity River basin. As
a programmatic document, the FEIS satisfied the disclosure requirements of the lead agencies under
NEPA. Because Trinity County did not certify the EIR portion of the environmental document, the
CEQA component of the document cannot serve as a Tier 1 EIR. Irrespective of this fact, the FEIS is
incorporated by reference into this EA/DEIR, including Section 4.1, Cumulative Impacts. A copy of this
document is available at the address specified for the CEQA lead agency in Chapter 1.

The DEIS/EIR identified a number of related actions that were considered in its discussion of cumulative
impacts. These actions include:

» implementation of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act

= State Water Resources Control Board water rights process and CALFED Bay-Delta Program
= deregulation of the electric industry in California

= changes in demand for agricultural products

= changes to fisheries management

= changes in demand/supply for timber products

= changes in demand for recreational activities in the Trinity River basin not related to the Trinity
River and the TRD

= changes in Trinity River basin consumptive water use

While the purpose of the DEIS/EIR was to evaluate alternatives to restore the Trinity River fishery, the
cumulative impacts section of the DEIS/EIR contained only a limited discussion of cumulative impacts
specific to the Trinity River basin, particularly with regards to non-flow measures (e.g., mechanical
channel rehabilitation).
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Section 4.1.14 of the DEIS/EIR emphasized the reliance on predictive models that forecast conditions in
2020, typically using projections of state-wide population growth and associated demand for CVP water
supplies. To a lesser degree, this section identified six specific resource issues and discussed their
relationship to the Trinity River basin in terms of cumulative impacts. Table 4-1 summarizes this
information.

TABLE 4-1

ISSUE-SPECIFIC CUMULATIVE IMPACTS{ TC "Table 4-1 Issue Specific Cumulative

Impacts" \f B\l "1" }

Issue Summary Statement

Fishery resources Cumulatively beneficial impact to anadromous fish production; also recognizes a
benefit to recreation.

Agricultural land use No discussion of impacts to land use within the Trinity River basin. Water supply
issues focused on irrigated lands in the Central Valley of California.

Groundwater No discussion of impacts to land use within the Trinity River basin. Groundwater

resources resource issues were limited to the Central Valley of California.

Water quality Trinity River water temperatures associated with TRD releases are expected to

improve (decrease). Temperatures in Trinity Lake are assumed to degrade
(increase) under normal and dry conditions due to assumed increases in CVP
demands.

Power resources Power production from the TRD is an integral component of the CVP. The
analysis did not identify any relationship between power production and the non-
flow measures described in the FEIS.

Recreation Beneficial recreation impacts and associated economic benefits are expected to
occur as a result of increased fish production in the Trinity River. Potential
recreational impacts to various CVP reservoirs (e.g., Trinity Lake) are anticipated
to be very minor.

In conjunction with the preparation of the FEIS, a Biological Opinion issued by NMFS found that the
preferred alternative identified in the ROD “is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
[SONCC ESU] coho salmon,” and “is not likely to destroy or adversely modify critical habitat for the
[SONCC ESU] coho salmon.” Specifically, the Biological Opinion concluded “that because the expected
outcome of implementation of the Proposed Action is greatly improved fish habitat conditions (including
necessary coho salmon habitat), the value of critical habitat for both the survival and recovery of SONCC
coho salmon will not be appreciably diminished.” This Biological Opinion included an incidental take
statement that established terms and conditions to implement RPMs. RPMs related to the Trinity River
Mainstem Fishery Restoration Project are:

=  THE USFWS and Reclamation shall complete “the first phase of the channel rehabilitation
projects” (i.e., 24 channel projects within 3 years of issuance of the Record of Decision)

= The USFWS and/or Reclamation shall provide for review of individual mainstem channel
rehabilitation projects via the technical team (“designated team of scientists,” “technical modeling
and analysis team or equivalent group”), and provide a written recommendation to the NMFS
about whether the projects are similar to those described in the Trinity River Mainstem Fishery
Restoration Project DEIS and should be covered by this incidental take statement; if the technical
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team determines that these projects and their impacts to aquatic habitat are substantially different
than described in the DEIS and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al. (2000), the technical team
will recommend to the NMFS that additional consultation under Section 7 of the ESA is
appropriate.

During the technical team’s annual review (2006) of TRRP’s planned projects, it was determined that in-
river work was clearly consistent with the RPMs described in the preceding paragraphs. Consequently, at
the request of Reclamation, NMFS amended its 2000 Biological Opinion to clarify its original intent that
in-river work required during such channel rehabilitation projects as the Proposed Action and the coarse
sediment augmentation projects (i.e., Lewiston Gravel Project) are consistent with the 2000 Biological
Opinion. A copy of the amended Biological Opinion is on file at the TRRP office in Weaverville,
California.

California Coastal Salmonid Restoration Program/Five Counties Salmonid Conservation Program

As a result of the proposed listing of the SONCC ESU coho salmon, the counties of Humboldt, Trinity,
Del Norte, Siskiyou, and Mendocino joined together to assist in the recovery of coho salmon and, more
recently, steelhead. The overall goal of the counties is to address and improve anadromous salmonid
habitat as well as conservation and restoration within the five-county area, such that the listings do not
result in massive economic impacts similar to those that occurred when the northern spotted owl was
listed. Significant funding has been or is being provided by NMFS, the State Water Board (Proposition
204 Delta Tributary Watershed Program), CDFG’s For the Sake of the Salmon (SB 271), and the
California Resources Agency (CRA).

In 1997, the CDFG established the Salmonid Restoration Program for coastal watersheds. Initiatives
included in this program support watershed planning projects at a local level, coastal salmon and
anadromous trout habitat restoration, and improved efforts to manage anadromous salmon. The program
includes a Salmon and Steelhead Trout Restoration Account, to be expended on a wide range of issues,
including watershed planning, on-the-ground habitat restoration projects, and other projects for restoring
salmonid populations. This fund also finances a Watershed Restoration and Protection Council that 1)
oversees state watershed protection and enhancement activities, and 2) directs and develops a Watershed
Protection Program to provide for anadromous salmonid conservation.

Trinity County is participating in the Salmonid Restoration Program through the Five Counties Salmon
Conservation Program (5C Program.) The 5C Program, consisting of Trinity, Del Norte, Siskiyou,
Humboldt, and Mendocino counties, is coordinating and prioritizing restoration projects and developing
standard practices to prevent degradation of salmonid habitat resulting from county road projects. NMFS
has nominated the 5C Program for the Governor’s Environmental and Economic Leadership Award in the
area of Watershed Management for “laudable efforts of restoring, enhancing, and improving California’s
watersheds, while promoting sustainable economic progress.”

The 5C Program group has inventoried fish passage barriers at county road crossings and sediment
delivery sources along county roads. Prioritized projects were identified to improve fish passage and
reduce sediment delivery to both salmonid-bearing and non salmonid-bearing streams in the Trinity,
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Klamath, Eel, Mad, Van Duzen, Redwood Creek, Smith, Gualala, and other major coastal watersheds.
Fish barriers have been removed at a rate of five to 10 per year for the last 3 years, and future projects are
in the planning and design stage.

Clean Water Act, Section 303(d) Total Maximum Daily Load Requirements

The TMDL and accompanying source allocation for sediment in various reaches and tributaries of the
Trinity River have been established to comply with Section 303(d) of the CWA because the State of
California has determined that the water quality standards for the Trinity River have been consistently
exceeded due to excessive sediment. The TMDL for sediment describes how seasonal variation is
considered. Sediment delivery in the Trinity River watershed inherently has considerable annual and
seasonal variability. Due to the variability in terms of magnitude, timing, duration, and frequency, the
TMDL and load allocation apply to the sources of sediment using a 10-year rolling average. A number of
contributing causes were identified, including historic mining effects, past road-building activities, certain
timber-harvesting practices, and the concomitant effects of reduced bed-mobilizing river flows, due to the
TRD, on sediment transport (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2001). The TMDL does not allocate
flow; however, it does take into account critical conditions for flow, loading, and water quality
parameters. The control of the streamflow below the TRD has greatly contributed to the impairment of
the Trinity River below Lewiston Dam (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2001). The reduction in
available coarse sediment upstream of Rush Creek and the significant contribution of fine sediment from
Grass Valley Creek have severely affected the sediment flux in the river. These effects are observable as
far downstream as the North Fork Trinity River.

In 2001, the EPA established the TMDL, with assistance from Regional Water Board staff (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency 2001). The primary adverse impacts associated with excessive
sediment in the Trinity River pertain to the beneficial uses ascribed to anadromous salmonid fish habitat.
The main responsibility for water quality management and monitoring resides with the State of
California. The EPA now expects the state to develop and submit implementation measures to the EPA
as part of revisions to the state water quality management plan, as provided by the EPA regulations in 40
CFR Section 130.6.

414 ISSUE-SPECIFIC CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion identifies potential cumulative impacts that are anticipated as a result of
implementing the Proposed Action (including the No-Action Alternative, Proposed Action, Alternative 1,
and Alternative 2) in relation to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects for each resource
area described in Chapter 3. In other words, the discussion identifies those areas in which the impacts of
the Proposed Action, when viewed against the backdrop of these other projects, could cause an
incremental impact that is “cumulatively considerable” within the meaning of CEQA. Where appropriate,
significant cumulative impacts are described pursuant to CEQA Guidelines. According to Section 15130
of the CEQA Guidelines, effects of the project as well as surrounding projects and reasonably foreseeable
development in the surrounding area should be considered. Notably, however, “[a]n EIR should not
discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15130, subd. (a)(1).) Thus, where the impacts of a proposed project are beneficial rather than adverse, the
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EIR need not address adverse effects that might arise due to other projects in the vicinity of the project at
issue.

Land Use

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and the Trinity River
within and downstream of the site boundary would continue to function in response to the managed flows
from the TRD. No significant cumulative land use effects are anticipated to result from the No-Action
Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that could contribute to a larger
cumulative effect due to other projects. The selection of the No-Action Alternative, however, could limit
the ability of the TRRP to achieve the overall goal of restoration of the Trinity River.

There are no incompatible land uses, and access impacts would be temporary under any of the action
alternatives. Therefore, no significant or substantial cumulative land use effects are anticipated to occur
under any of the action alternatives. The implementation of other restoration elements associated with the
Trinity River may support the TRRP goal of restoration of the Trinity River.

Geology, Fluvial Geomorphology, and Soils

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects on
geology, fluvial geomorphology, and soils would be subject to changes in the managed flow authorized in
the ROD. No significant cumulative impacts are anticipated to result from the No-Action Alternative.
Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that could contribute to a larger cumulative
effect due to other projects. The selection of the No-Action Alternative, however, could limit the ability
of the TRRP to achieve the overall goal of restoration of the Trinity River.

No significant cumulative impacts associated with geologic hazards, geomorphic processes, or erosional
processes are anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of any of the action alternatives.
Appropriate implementation of prescribed mitigation measures will adequately mitigate for potential
impacts regarding geologic hazards. The short-term erosional aspects will be addressed through
implementation of the prescribed mitigation measures in conformance with the Trinity River TMDL.
Long-term effects will be beneficial. The fluvial geomorphic processes embodied in the Healthy River
Attributes would be affected at the local level (i.e., 40-mile reach of the mainstem Trinity River);
however, these effects would not be adverse, and certainly not significant, at the scale previously
described.

In short, any of the action alternatives as mitigated would benefit, rather than adversely affect, geology,
fluvial geomorphology, and soils in the long term, as would most of the other related programs and
projects described in this chapter. Instead of creating adverse impacts that would compound or
exacerbate the adverse impacts of other projects, any of these alternatives would contribute to long-term
environmental benefits and assist in meeting the TMDL sediment requirements for the Trinity River.

Water Resources

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and the effects on
water resources would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and operation of the
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TRD as modified by the ROD. No significant cumulative impacts to water resources are anticipated to
result from the No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that
could contribute to a larger cumulative effect due to other projects. The selection of the No-Action
Alternative, however, could limit the ability of the TRRP to achieve the overall goal of restoration of the
Trinity River.

No significant cumulative impacts to water resources, specifically no increase in the 100-year flood line
within the site boundary illustrated on Figures 2.2a and 2.2b, are anticipated due to implementation of any
of the action alternatives. Since some activities associated with the project are within the floodplain of
the Trinity River, it is subject to the jurisdiction of the Trinity County Floodplain Management
Ordinance. The increased channel capacity provided by any of the action alternatives would reduce flow
impacts in conjunction with other channel restoration projects and other flow-impact reduction projects
(e.g., elevation and maintenance of infrastructure).

Water Quality

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and the effects on
water quality would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and operation of the
TRD as modified by the ROD. No significant cumulative impacts to water quality are anticipated to
result from the No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that
could contribute to a larger cumulative effect due to other projects. The selection of the No-Action
Alternative, however, could limit the ability of the TRRP to achieve the overall goal of restoration of the
Trinity River.

No significant cumulative impacts to water quality are anticipated to occur as a result of implementation
of any of the action alternatives. The TRRP has identified the need to undertake a suite of restoration
activities throughout the Trinity River basin. While some activities may be implemented simultaneously,
the intent of the TRRP is to stage these activities, both in terms of timing and locations, in a way that
minimizes the potential short-term impacts on water quality. In the event that simultaneous
implementation of these activities is required over the course of several years, some level of cumulative
degradation of water quality (sedimentation) could occur within the Trinity River during construction and
implementation periods. Even so, however, appropriate implementation of prescribed mitigation
measures, coordinated by the TRRP, will adequately mitigate for potential short-term water quality
impacts associated with turbidity, sedimentation, accidental spills, etc. The cumulative effect of activities
proposed under any of the action alternatives is considered less than significant because they will occur
only during construction periods and thus will be short-term.

In short, any of the action alternatives as mitigated would benefit, rather than adversely affect, water
quality in the long term, as would most of the other related projects described in this chapter. Instead of
creating adverse impacts that would compound or exacerbate the adverse impacts of other projects, any of
the action alternatives would contribute to long-term water quality benefits.
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Fishery Resources

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and the effects on
fishery resources would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and operation of the
TRD as modified by the ROD. No significant cumulative impacts to fishery resources are anticipated to
result from the No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that
could contribute to a larger cumulative effect due to other projects. The selection of the No-Action
Alternative, however, could limit the ability of the TRRP to achieve the overall goal of restoration of the
Trinity River.

No significant cumulative impacts to fisheries resources are anticipated to occur due to the
implementation of any of the action alternatives. The Proposed Action, in conjunction with the projects
and programs described in the preceding section, is a direct result of years of legislative direction, legal
decisions, scientific study, and public involvement directed at restoring the fishery resources of the
Trinity River. NMFS’ 2000 Biological Opinion (National Marine Fisheries Service 2000) acknowledged
that simultaneous implementation of these projects and programs (specifically the TRRP) may result in
short-term loss of aquatic habitat and temporary displacement of aquatic organisms. Even so, however,
the Biological Opinion stated that the activities would not have a cumulative impact on the SONCC ESU
of coho salmon. Since a primary objective of the TRRP is restoring the form and function of physical
processes and riparian communities in the Trinity River basin, the projects and programs described above
have a collective purpose of restoring the fishery resources in the Trinity River. Appropriate
implementation of prescribed mitigation measures, coordinated by the TRRP, will adequately mitigate for
potential short-term impacts associated with removal of vegetation, loss of habitat, effects on wetlands,
and short-term degradation of water quality. The cumulative effect of these identified actions within the
scope of this analysis is considered less than significant.

In short, any of the action alternatives as mitigated would benefit, rather than adversely affect, fishery
resources in the long term, as would most of the other related projects and programs described in this
chapter. Instead of creating adverse impacts that would compound or exacerbate the adverse impacts of
other projects, any of the action alternatives would contribute to long-term fishery resources benefits.

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Wetlands

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects on
vegetation, wildlife, and wetlands would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and
operation of the TRD as modified by the ROD. The potential for continued encroachment on and
conversion of these resources is directly related to the ability to provide a flow regime designed to restore
certain habitat components. No significant cumulative impacts to these resources are anticipated to result
from the No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that could
contribute to a larger cumulative effect due to other projects. The selection of the No-Action Alternative,
however, could limit the ability of the TRRP to achieve the overall goal of restoration of the Trinity
River.

No significant cumulative impacts to vegetation, wildlife, and wetlands are anticipated to occur as a result
of implementation of any of the action alternatives. The action alternatives, in conjunction with the

Indian Creek Rehabilitation Site: Trinity River Mile 93.7-96.5 Trinity River Restoration Program
EA/Draft EIR 4-10 July 2006



4. Other Statutory Considerations

projects and programs described in the preceding section, are a direct result of years of legislative
direction, legal decisions, scientific study, and public involvement that were directed at restoring the
physical processes and biological resources of the Trinity River. Since a primary objective of the TRRP
is restoring the form and function of physical processes and riparian communities in the Trinity River
basin, the projects and programs described above have a collective purpose of restoring the mainstem
Trinity River. Simultaneous implementation of these projects may result in short-term (i.e., temporary)
loss of upland, wetland, and riverine features, including Waters of the United States. In some instances,
projects could result in a conversion of these features (e.g., riparian wetlands to “other waters”); however,
these projects provide the foundation necessary to meet the primary objective of the TRRP. Effects
would be short-term and primarily associated with construction-related activities. Appropriate
implementation of prescribed mitigation measures, coordinated by the TRRP, would adequately mitigate
for potential impacts associated with these activities (e.g., removal of vegetation, loss of habitat, and
impacts on wetlands). The cumulative effect of these identified actions within the scope of this analysis is
considered less than significant.

In short, the project as mitigated will benefit, rather than adversely affect, vegetation, wildlife, and
wetlands in the long term, as will most of the other related projects and programs described in this
chapter. Thus, far from creating adverse impacts that will compound or exacerbate the adverse impacts of
other projects, any of the action alternatives will contribute to long-term vegetation, wildlife, and
wetlands benefits.

Recreation

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects on
recreation would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and operation of the TRD
as modified by the ROD. No significant cumulative impacts to recreation resources are anticipated to
result from the No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that
could contribute to a larger cumulative effect due to other projects.

No significant cumulative impacts to recreational resources are anticipated to occur due to
implementation of any of the action alternatives. The projects and programs described above are intended
to benefit the aquatic environment and the Trinity River fishery. Benefits to recreational values may be
achieved through the implementation of the TRRP over time.

In short, the project as mitigated will benefit, rather than adversely affect, recreation in the long term, as
will most of the other related projects described in this chapter. Instead of creating adverse impacts that
will compound or exacerbate the adverse impacts of other projects, any of the action alternatives will
contribute to long-term recreation benefits.

Socioeconomics, Population, and Housing

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects on
socioeconomics, population, and housing would be similar to those that have occurred since the
construction and operation of the TRD as modified by the ROD. No significant cumulative impacts to
socioeconomics, population, and housing are anticipated to result from the No-Action Alternative. Since
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no action would be taken, there would be no impact that could contribute to a larger cumulative effect due
to other projects.

No significant cumulative impacts to socioeconomics, population, and housing are anticipated to occur as
a result of implementation of any of the action alternatives. The projects and programs described above
are intended to benefit the Trinity River fishery, with projected economic and social benefits to the
residents and communities in the general area. Some socioeconomic benefits are expected through the
implementation of the TRRP, including short-term demand for construction labor and potential for
increased long-term recreational use as the fishery responds to various TRRP restoration activities.

Tribal Trust Assets

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects on
Tribal Trust Assets would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and operation of
the TRD as modified by the ROD. The status of the Tribal Trust Assets will be related to the level of
restoration achieved by the TRRP. No significant cumulative impacts to Tribal Trust Assets are
anticipated from the No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact
that could contribute to a larger cumulative effect due to other projects.

No significant cumulative impacts to Tribal Trust Assets are anticipated to occur as a result of
implementation of any of the action alternatives. The projects and programs described above are intended
to benefit the Tribal Trust Assets, including the Trinity River fishery under the auspices of the TRRP over
time.

In short, any of the action alternatives as mitigated will benefit, rather than adversely affect, Tribal Trust
Assets in the long term, as will most of the other related projects and programs described in this chapter.
Any of the action alternatives will contribute to long-term environmental benefits and benefits to Tribal
Trust Assets.

Cultural Resources

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the impacts on
cultural resources would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and operation of the
TRD as modified by the ROD. No significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources are anticipated as
a result of the No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that
could contribute to a larger cumulative effect due to other projects.

No significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources are anticipated to occur as a result of
implementation of any of the action alternatives. The focus of the projects and programs described in the
preceding section is on restoration efforts on the bed and banks of the Trinity River. The proximity of
anticipated restoration efforts to the floodplain reduces the likelihood that cultural resources may be
encountered. The PA (Appendix F) described in Section 3.11 was intended to address the multiple
elements of the TRRP. Appropriate implementation of prescribed mitigation measures (e.g., professional
archaeologist surveying of potential impact areas prior to construction, protection of potentially
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significant cultural sites, and coordination with local tribes), in coordination with the SHPO, will
adequately mitigate for potential impacts.

Air Quality

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects on air
quality would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and operation of the TRD as
modified by the ROD. No significant cumulative impacts to air quality are anticipated as a result of the
No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that could contribute to
a larger cumulative effect due to other projects.

No significant cumulative impacts to air quality are anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of
any of the action alternatives. The NCUAQMD requirements will be addressed by appropriate
implementation of prescribed mitigation measures.

Although, as explained in Section 3.12, any of the action alternatives would generate some temporary air
emissions in conjunction with grading activities, these emissions would be too limited to rise to the level
of being “cumulatively considerable.” In part, this is because they would be temporary, but also because
the projects and programs described in the preceding section are not anticipated to generate any long-term
air pollutants. Moreover, construction activities associated with these projects and programs are not
likely to occur at the same time, and the locations of the activities themselves are generally far enough
apart to allow for considerable dissipation and dispersion of construction-related pollutants.

Environmental Justice

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects on
environmental justice would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and operation of
the TRD. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that could contribute to a larger
cumulative effect due to other projects.

Activities evaluated in the action alternatives are specific to a 2.8-mile reach of the Trinity River. Most of
these activities, specifically those within the riverine areas, are intended to mimic the geomorphic
processes that may occur during large flood events in order to restore the Trinity River fishery. Overall,
the TRRP, in conjunction with the other projects and programs discussed in the preceding section, is
anticipated to provide a net benefit to the local communities by restoring the Trinity River fishery. No
significant cumulative impacts to environmental justice are anticipated to occur as a result of the
implementation of any of the action alternatives evaluated in this EA/DEIR.

Aesthetics

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects on
aesthetic resources would be similar to those that have occurred since the construction and operation of
the TRD as modified by the ROD. No significant cumulative impacts to aesthetic resources are
anticipated to result from the No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no
impact that could contribute to a larger cumulative effect due to other projects.
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No significant cumulative impacts to aesthetics are anticipated to occur as a result of implementation of
any of the action alternatives. The short-term effects that would result from other restoration and
watershed projects in the river corridor will be consistent with federal and state requirements for Wild and
Scenic Rivers and the Trinity County General Plan.

In short, any of the action alternatives will benefit, rather than adversely affect, aesthetics in the long
term, as will most of the other related projects described in this chapter. Overall the project will enhance
vegetative diversity as historic variability in plant species and age class composition is restored. This will
support the visual objectives to maintain the aesthetic qualities of a free-flowing river within the Wild and
Scenic River corridor. Instead of creating adverse impacts that will compound or exacerbate the adverse
impacts of other projects, the action alternatives will contribute to long-term aesthetic values.

The aesthetic impacts of the projects are not “cumulatively considerable,” in large part because their
impacts will not compound or exacerbate the aesthetic impacts of the previously identified related future
projects, which are located in areas that are physically separated from the project. Because people will
not be able to see all of these projects, or even many of these projects, at the same time, their visual
impacts are individualized and are limited to the geographic settings in which they are located.

Hazardous Materials

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects
associated with hazardous materials would be similar to those in the surrounding area. No significant
cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials are anticipated to result from the No-Action
Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that could contribute to a larger
cumulative effect due to other projects.

No significant cumulative impacts relative to hazardous materials are anticipated through the
implementation of any of the action alternatives evaluated in this EA/DEIR. Grading activities associated
with the project would not involve the inordinate use, production, or disposal of materials that would pose
a hazard to the environment in the affected area (Trinity River corridor). All activities are intended to
minimize potential public health or safety hazards (e.qg., fires, accidents), and are specifically designed to
ensure that emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans are not affected.

Noise

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented and the noise effects
would be similar to those in the ambient environment. No significant cumulative noise effects are
anticipated to result from the No-Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no
impact that could contribute to a larger cumulative effect due to other projects.

No significant cumulative impacts related to noise are anticipated through the implementation of any of
the action alternatives. The TRRP will coordinate the implementation of other restoration projects to
ensure that construction noise is minimized through project scheduling.

The noise impacts of the projects are not “cumulatively considerable,” in large part because their impacts
will not compound or exacerbate the noise impacts of the previously identified related future projects,
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which are located in areas that are physically separated from the location of the project. Since noise is
typically a short-term impact, if the project was not constructed simultaneously with other projects, there
would not be a cumulative contribution. Similarly, because people would not be able to hear noise from
more than one of these projects at the same time, the separate noise sources—all of which are
temporary—would not contribute to any cumulative noise impacts. Rather, each project would create
only very localized noise levels.

Public Services and Utilities/Energy

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects on
Public Services and Utilities/Energy would be similar to those in the surrounding area. No significant
cumulative impacts to Public Services and Utilities/Energy are anticipated to result from the No-Action
Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that could contribute to a larger
cumulative effect due to other projects.

No significant cumulative impacts related to Public Services and Utilities/Energy are anticipated through
the implementation of any of the action alternatives. The project is designed in a manner that ensures that
emergency services would not be disrupted; that public services (e.g., school bus routes) would not be
adversely affected; and that waste material generated from project activities would be transported to
authorized locations. The nature of the project (grading activities) will not result in the use of large
amounts of fuel or energy, nor would fuel or energy be used in a wasteful manner.

Transportation/Traffic Circulation

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the effects
associated with transportation/traffic circulation would be similar to those in the surrounding area. No
significant cumulative impacts to transportation/traffic circulation are anticipated to result from the No-
Action Alternative. Since no action would be taken, there would be no impact that could contribute to a
larger cumulative effect due to other projects.

Although, as explained in Section 3.18, any of the action alternatives would generate some temporary
construction-related traffic, such traffic would not rise to the level of being “cumulatively considerable.”
This is so in part because the traffic would be temporary, but also because the previously identified
related future projects would also tend not to generate any long-term traffic. Moreover, construction
activities for all of the various projects are not likely to occur at once, and the locations of the activities
themselves are generally far enough apart to make it unlikely that trucks serving one construction location
will cross paths with trucks serving a separate location.

No significant cumulative impacts related to transportation/traffic circulation are anticipated through the
implementation of any of the action alternatives. The TRRP will coordinate with appropriate road
management agencies to ensure that the mitigation measures prescribed in this EA/DEIR are acceptable to
these agencies.

4.2 Growth-Inducing Impacts
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4.2.1 INTRODUCTION

This section evaluates the potential for growth that could be induced by implementation of any of the
action alternatives and assesses the level of significance of any expected growth inducement. The
potential for growth inducement is limited by the nature and location of the rehabilitation activities
described in Chapter 2.

River rehabilitation projects are typically implemented in specific areas during a finite time period.
Although the TRRP was established to implement the ROD, thereby increasing the fishery resources of
the Trinity River, growth-inducing impacts within Trinity County were not anticipated. Section 15126
(g) of the state CEQA Guidelines provides definitions and guidance in determining the growth-inducing
impacts of a Proposed Action.

Specifically, a project is defined to be growth-inducing if it would

= accelerate the rate of planned growth,
* remove obstacles to population growth,
= tax existing community service facilities, and

= foster, promote, or sustain economic or population growth.

Growth itself is not assumed to be beneficial, detrimental, or insignificant to the environment. If a project
is determined to be growth-inducing, an evaluation is made to determine if significant impacts on the
environment would result from that growth.

4.2.2 GROWTHAND DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
Trinity County Growth Policies

The Trinity County General Plan (Trinity County 2001) does not describe specific growth policies;
however, it establishes general goals and policies related to housing and residential land use. Trinity
County recognizes that more than one-half of its housing is located in remote, rural areas with a high level
of individual self-reliance in meeting its infrastructure needs. Trinity County also understands that a
strong tradition exists of non-involvement of local government in the area of housing and residential
development.

Population

Trinity County’s population is concentrated in and around the communities of Weaverville, Douglas City,
Lewiston, and Hayfork, as described in Section 3.9. The population in the county increased significantly
between 1970 and 1980, from 7,615 to 11,858 (a 55 percent increase). Although growth continued
through 1990, the rate of increase was substantially lower (a 12 percent increase to 13,300). The
population growth was furthered by an influx of retirees and of people seeking an alternative lifestyle in
the mountains of northern California and a reasonable cost of living.
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Vacant Land and Projected Buildout

Approximately 14.6 percent of the land in Trinity County is potentially available for private development.
The USFS, the BLM, and various timber production firms manage the balance of the lands within the
county. The General Plan identifies 5,517 private parcels as unimproved and potentially available for
development and suggests that the actual number may be significantly lower, based on requirements for
waste disposal, slope, and water sources.

Trinity County’s Constraints to Development

The General Plan identifies a number of existing or potential factors that could adversely affect future
residential and commercial development. A number of state and local permits and fees are currently
required for new developments. Building Construction Standards and compliance with CEQA are also
identified as potential constraints to development. The ability to develop the necessary infrastructure (i.e.,
water, sanitation, energy, and access) continues to challenge developers throughout Trinity County.

Proposed Land Uses

In general, all parcels within the site boundary described in Chapter 2 have been fully subdivided to the
extent possible under existing zoning designations; therefore, future rural residential development within
the site boundary is unlikely. Located directly adjacent to the river, many of these parcels fall into the
Flood Hazard and Scenic Overlay designation zones, making further development of these areas difficult.
Several parcels zoned for residential use are currently vacant, and the potential for development of a
single-family residence on such parcels does exist. The BLM manages public land within the site
boundary consistent with the federal WSRA and its Resource Management Plan. In general, the parcels
within the site boundary have no further potential for development. There will be no growth-inducing
impacts as a result of this project.

4.3 Significant Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of
Resources

Specific to the requirements of the President’s CEQ NEPA Regulations, Section 102 and 40 C.F.R.
1502.16, an environmental document must include a discussion of “any irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources which would be involved in a Proposed Action should it be implemented.”
Additionally, Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of significant irreversible
environmental changes that would result from a proposed project should it be implemented. This section
states:

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.
Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvements which provide
access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also,
irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project.
Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption
is justified.
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The No-Action Alternative would not directly involve the use of resources or cause significant
irreversible environmental effects other than those previously described in the FEIS (U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service et al. 2000) and incorporated by reference in other sections of this document.
Implementation of any of the action alternatives would result in an irretrievable commitment of energy
(i.e., fossil fuels) and other nonrenewable resources used in the excavation, disposal, and revegetation of
the rehabilitation areas, as described in Chapter 2. Since these resources are not in short supply and the
material requirements for this project would be relatively minor compared to the overall demand for such
materials, the use of these materials would not have a significant adverse effect on their continued
availability. Additionally, the project purpose and need, as well as the project objectives discussed in
Chapter 1, justify the need for the expenditure of these resources.

4.4 Relationship between Local Short-Term Uses of the Environment
and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term
Productivity

Section 102 of the CEQ NEPA Regulations and CFR 1502.16 require that an environmental document
include a discussion of “the relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity.”

The Proposed Action would not sacrifice the long-term productivity of the project area for short-term
uses. The short-term impacts on the environment associated with implementation of the Proposed Action
are considered minimal compared to the long-term benefit and productivity that would result from the
Proposed Action in conjunction with other objectives of the TRRP. Construction-related impacts on
natural resources, including water quality, fisheries, wildlife, vegetation, and wetlands, will be mitigated
to a less-than-significant level. Land use conflicts associated with noise, aesthetics, air quality, and traffic
would be short-term, occurring only during the construction phase of the project. This impact is
considered less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

4.5 Mitigation Monitoring Program for CEQA-Mandated Mitigation

Under NEPA, there are no specific statutes or regulations that explicitly require that all significant project
impacts be avoided or mitigated to a less-than-significant level, or that any adopted mitigation measures
developed as part of an EA be “monitored” to ensure that they are carried out. Under CEQA, Public
Resources Code section 21081.6(a) requires lead agencies to “adopt a reporting and mitigation monitoring
program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.”

Throughout this EA/DEIR, mitigation measures have been clearly identified and presented in language
that will facilitate establishment of a monitoring and reporting program. Any mitigation measures
adopted by Trinity County as conditions of project approval will be included in a Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program (MMRP) to verify compliance. The Draft MMRP is included as Appendix A to
this document, and the Final MMRP will be included as an appendix to the EA/Final EIR. The approval
of such a program will be part of any action taken by Trinity County with respect to the project. When
other regional or state agencies subject to CEQA approve portions of the Proposed Action under their
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own jurisdiction or regulatory power, these “responsible agencies” will be required to adopt their own
MMRPs (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097(d)).

The MMRP will be used by Trinity County in conjunction with Reclamation staff, project contractors,
participating agencies, and monitoring personnel during project implementation. The intent of the
MMRP is to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of adopted mitigation measures and
permit conditions. The MMRP will provide for monitoring of construction activities as necessary, on-site
identification of environmental problems, and proper reporting to Reclamation staff.

4.5.1 RESPONSIBILITIES AND AUTHORITY

Reclamation will have the primary responsibility for implementation of the MMRP. Reclamation will be
responsible for the following tasks:

= ensuring that the MMRP is incorporated into the construction bid documents,
= coordinating monitoring activities,

= directing the preparation and filing of compliance reports, and

= maintaining records concerning the status of all mitigation measures.

45.2 MONITORING PLAN FORMAT

The MMRP includes a summary table that identifies the mitigation measures proposed for the Proposed
Action. These mitigation measures will be excerpted from this EA/DEIR. The mitigation monitoring
table includes the following columns:

= Mitigation Measure: Presents the mitigation measures identified the EA/DEIR for a specific
impact, along with the number of each measure, as presented in the EA/DEIR.

= Timing: ldentifies when the mitigation measures will be implemented.
= Agency/Department Consultation: References the specific agency or agencies with which
coordination is required to satisfy the requirements of the mitigation measure.

= Verification: Spaces to be initialed and dated by the individual designated to verify compliance
with a specific mitigation measure.

45.3 NONCOMPLIANCE COMPLAINTS

Complaints of noncompliance with adopted mitigation measures shall be directed to Reclamation in
written form, providing specific information on the alleged violation. If any complaints are received,
Reclamation and Trinity County shall conduct an investigation and determine the validity of the
complaint. If noncompliance with a mitigation measure has occurred, Reclamation shall take the
appropriate action to remedy the violation. The complainant shall receive written confirmation indicating
the results of the investigation or the final action corresponding to the particular noncompliance issue.

4.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
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Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(2)(A) requires that an EIR include a detailed statement that
summarizes any significant effects on the environment that cannot be avoided if a Proposed Action is
implemented. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) states that such impacts include those that can be
mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance. When there are significant impacts that cannot be
fully mitigated to a less-than-significant level or minimized by changing the project design, the
implications of the impacts and the reasons why the project is being proposed must be described. The
environmental analysis conducted for the Proposed Action did not identify any significant unavoidable
impacts.
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4.7 CEQA Findings of Fact and Statements of Overriding
Consideration

Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “no public agency shall approve or carry out a project
for which an EIR has been certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the
project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings for each of these significant effects,
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding.” For this EA/DEIR, Trinity County
would need to prepare written findings for each significant impact identified in this document before it
can approve the project.

Section 15093(a) of the CEQA Guidelines allows the decision-making body of the lead agency to
determine if the benefits of a Proposed Action outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts
of implementing the project. The lead agency can approve a project with significant unavoidable impacts
if it prepares a “Statement of Overriding Considerations” that sets forth the specific reasons for making
such a judgment. Since no significant unavoidable impacts were identified for the Proposed Action, a
Statement of Overriding Considerations would not be required for this alternative.
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Chapter 5

Consultation and Coordination

This chapter summarizes the scoping process, consultation, coordination, and applicable laws, policies,
and regulations used to develop this EA/DEIR.

5.1 Lead and Participating Agencies

The co-lead agencies for this EA/DEIR are Reclamation, as defined by NEPA, and Trinity County, as
defined by CEQA. The primary cooperating (NEPA) and responsible and trustee (CEQA) agencies are:

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

National Marine Fisheries Service

California Department of Fish and Game

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region

5.2 Project Scoping
5.2.1 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS

The following is a summary of the public scoping process that has been completed to date:

Fall 2004 — An initial project planning meeting was held at an Indian Creek landowner’s home to
discuss the nature of the Proposed Action, discuss landowner concerns, and receive local input
from potentially affected landowners.

Summer 2005 — A Project Kick-Off meeting was held with representatives from Reclamation,
DWR, BLM, CDFG, Trinity County, and the environmental consulting team to discuss the
project, potential alternatives, the timing requirements for the environmental review process, the
scope of technical studies, and potential permitting requirements.

Fall 2005 — A field review was conducted by members of the design team and the environmental
consulting team. The review resulted in delineating the site boundary for the Proposed Action
and developing several conceptual rehabilitation themes for additional evaluation.

Fall 2005 — Reclamation conducted a meeting that included potential lead and cooperating
agencies to discuss the type and degree of NEPA and CEQA compliance required by the project.
The review resulted in revising the site boundary for the Proposed Action and working with
various stakeholders to refine design concepts. Reclamation staff met with local landowners and
incorporated their concerns into project designs.

January 20, 2006 — Trinity County, the CEQA lead agency, submitted an NOP to the State of

California, Governors Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (SCH) for the
Proposed Action. The NOP encouraged full public participation to promote open communication
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on the issues surrounding the Proposed Action. All federal, state, and local agencies and other
persons or organizations were urged to participate in the scoping process.

January 25 and February 1, 2006 — In conjunction with the issuance of the NOP, a Public
Notice was published in the Trinity Journal, the newspaper that serves Trinity County. The
notice included information on the Proposed Action, as well as the date and location of the public
scoping meeting.

February 8, 2006 — A Public/Agency Scoping Meeting was held at the Trinity County Library in
Weaverville, California. The purpose of the meeting was to outline the objectives of the TRRP;
identify the types of actions and alternatives that might be evaluated in the joint NEPA/CEQA
document; describe the nature, scope, and timing of the environmental process; and solicit
comments on the NOP. In addition to TRRP staff, 12 stakeholders residing in the
Weaverville/Junction City community area attended this meeting.

5.2.2 COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION

On January 20, 2006, Trinity County circulated an NOP to the public and to local, state, and federal
agencies to solicit comments. The NOP is included in Appendix B. Agencies and organizations that
provided comments and/or comment letters on the NOP are listed below:

Yurok Tribe

Tsnungwe Council

Nor Rel Muk Nation

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection/County Fire Chiefs Association
California Department of Transportation

California Native American Heritage Commission

Trinity County Weed Management Cooperative

Trinity County Public Utility District

Trinity County Environmental Health, Building and Development Services
Weaverville Community Services District

Verizon California

Cal Trout

Additional information on the scoping process is provided in Appendix B.

5.2.3 LIST OF AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED

Following is a list of agencies and organizations that were consulted during the preparation of this
EA/DEIR:

California Air Resources Board
California Department of Fish and Game
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= California Department of Transportation

= California Division of Mines and Geology

= California Native American Heritage Commission

= California State Lands Commission

= California Resources Agency

= California Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region

= Douglas City Community Volunteer Fire Department

= Douglas City Elementary School

= National Marine Fisheries Service(Arcata)

= Trinity County Building and Development Services, Environmental Health Division
= Trinity County General Services Department

= Trinity County Transportation Department

= Trinity County Sheriff’s Office

= U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (San Francisco District — Eureka Field Office)
= U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Coast Guard

= U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

= U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Arcata Field Office)

= U.S. Forest Service (Shasta-Trinity National Forest)

= Weaverville Community Services District

The names of the specific individuals who were contacted are listed under “Persons Contacted” in
Chapter 6, “References.”

5.3 Agency Consultation and Coordination

Provided below is a list of the laws, rules, regulations, and federal executive orders that were considered
in the preparation of this EA/DEIR.

5.3.1 CONSISTENCY WITH ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS
Provided below is a discussion of how this EA/DEIR is consistent with NEPA and CEQA.

National Environmental Policy Act

This EA/DEIR was prepared pursuant to NEPA and the regulations implementing that statute. NEPA
provides a commitment that federal agencies will consider the environmental effects of their actions and
disclose their environmental effects. This EA/DEIR provides detailed information regarding project
alternatives, the effects of these alternatives on the environment, and potential mitigation measures.
Chapter 1 provides a comprehensive discussion of the NEPA requirements pertaining to the Proposed
Action.
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California Environmental Quality Act

This EA/DEIR was prepared to comply with CEQA, based on Trinity County’s determination that the
Proposed Action constitutes a “project” under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). Key among
the CEQA provisions is the requirement to identify all significant impacts. Significance thresholds are
identified for each issue area to allow the reader to clearly see at what point a given environmental impact
is considered significant. CEQA and NEPA are similar in many ways, including in terms of identification
of alternatives, potential mitigation measures, and adverse environmental impacts that cannot be avoided
(see Chapter 1). However, to the extent possible, CEQA requires mitigation measures to be incorporated
into a proposed project. This joint NEPA/CEQA document was prepared to comply with both laws while
reducing redundancy while providing the necessary documentation for both processes.

5.3.2 DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS

The various discretionary approval processes that have been completed or are being coordinated
concurrent with the NEPA/CEQA environmental review process are summarized below.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Reclamation will be required to obtain a Section 404 permit from the Corps. Discharge of fill material
into “waters of the U.S.,” including “wetlands,” is regulated by the Corps under Section 404 of the federal
CWA (33 USC 1251-1376). Projects are permitted under either individual or general (e.g., nationwide)
permits. The Corps, on a case-by-case basis, determines specific applicability of permit type.
Communication with the U.S. Coast Guard confirmed that the Trinity River is not under its jurisdiction as
“navigable waters of the U.S.” Therefore, the Trinity River is not subject to Corps jurisdiction under
Section 10 of the federal Rivers and Harbors Act (33 USC 401 et seq.).

The location and boundaries of wetlands and other waters potentially affected by the Proposed Action
were evaluated based on field surveys, aerial photograph interpretation, and existing published
information. Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as “areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions
(33 CFR 328.3; 40 CFR 230.3).” “Other waters” are stream channels, drainages, open water habitats, and
other surface water features that do not support positive indicators for the three mandatory technical
criteria. The jurisdictional wetland delineation report is included in Appendix C. The delineation was
conducted using methods specified in the Corps’ 1987 guidelines (Environmental Laboratory 1987).

On April 7, 2006, the delineation was verified by the Corps (File No. 2992N) (see Appendix C). The
jurisdictional wetland delineation report is intended for use by the Corps in determining the location and
extent of Section 404 jurisdiction. Reclamation will continue to coordinate with the Corps to determine
the appropriate permit for the project, as well as potential mitigation measures. It is anticipated that the
Proposed Action will be permitted under Nationwide Permit Number 27 (Wetland and Riparian
Restoration and Creation Activities).
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/National Marine Fisheries Service
Section 7 of the ESA requires federal agencies, in consultation with the Secretary of the Interior, to ensure
that their actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened species, or result
in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat for these species. Reclamation, as
the federal lead agency for this project, is required to consult with NMFS concerning project effects to the
SONCC ESU coho salmon, which is federally listed as threatened, and its designated critical habitat.

During review of TRRP’s planned 2006 projects, NMFS determined that its Biological Opinion for the
Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration Program did not explicitly cover in-river construction
activities for channel rehabilitation projects, although it did clearly cover in-river construction activities
for coarse sediment projects. In discussions between Reclamation and NMFS concerning this issue,
NMPFS clarified that it had considered the mechanical channel rehabilitation projects in its opinion along
with other non-flow measures. At the request of Reclamation, however, NMFS amended the Biological
Opinion to clearly articulate that in-channel activities for mechanical channel rehabilitation projects are
consistent with the intent of the original opinion. NMFS also confirmed that the incidental take statement
in the opinion is adequate for all activities associated with the mechanical rehabilitation projects. The
mechanical rehabilitation projects were specifically included as reasonable and prudent measures (RPMs)
in the original opinion. The Amended Biological Opinion is on file at the TRRP office in Weaverville.

Additional RPMs described in Chapter 2 were incorporated into the project. As a result of the informal
consultation between Reclamation and NMFS, NMFS determined that re-initiation of formal consultation
was unnecessary.

Informal consultation with the USFWS concerning effects to the northern spotted owl was conducted by
Reclamation. Based on this informal consultation and Trinity River bird distribution data provided by
USDA Forest Service, Redwood Sciences Laboratory, Reclamation determined that a biological
assessment is not required because the Proposed Action would have no effect on northern spotted owl or
its critical habitat.

NOAA Fisheries — Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

The MSA, as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-267), established
procedures designed to identify, conserve, and enhance EFH for species regulated under a federal FMP.
For the Pacific Coast (excluding Alaska), there are three FMPs covering groundfish, coastal pelagic
species, and Pacific salmon. The analyses in this EA/DEIR satisfy the requirement to consider the impact
of the Proposed Action on EFH for both SONCC ESU coho salmon and Chinook salmon in the Trinity
River, pursuant to the Pacific Coast Salmon FMP.

EFH refers to those waters and substrate necessary for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to
maturity. “Waters” include aquatic areas and associated physical, chemical, and biological properties that
are used by fish and may include aquatic areas historically used by fish where appropriate. “Substrate”
includes sediment, hard bottom, structures underlying the waters, and associated biological communities.
“Necessary” means the habitat required to support a sustainable fishery and the managed species’
contribution to a healthy ecosystem. ”Spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity” covers a
species’ full life cycle.
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The MSA requires federal agencies to consult with NMFS on all actions, or proposed actions, authorized,
funded, or undertaken by the agency, that may adversely affect EFH (MSA 8305[b][2]). “Adverse effect”
means any impact that reduces the quality and/or quantity of EFH, and may include direct, indirect, site-
specific or habitat-wide impacts, including individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions.
A component of the consultation process is the preparation and submittal of an EFH Assessment (EFHA).
An EFHA must include the following information: 1) a description of the proposed action; 2) an analysis
of the effects, including cumulative effects, of the proposed action on EFH, the managed species, and
associated species, such as major prey species, including affected life history stages; 3) the federal
agency’s views regarding the effects of the proposed action on EFH; and 4) proposed mitigation, if
applicable. In instances where MSA and ESA issues overlap, NMFS encourages an integrated approach
for consultation.

In an effort to integrate the consultation process with the environmental review process, Section 3.6 of
this EA/DEIR was prepared to satisfy the requirements of the MSA.

California Department of Fish and Game

California Endangered Species Act

State-listed species are fully protected under the mandates of the CESA. In 2000, the California Fish and
Game Commission (Commission) received a petition to list coho salmon north of San Francisco as an
endangered species under provisions of the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The
Commission required that a comprehensive, state-wide coho salmon recovery strategy and plan be
developed while it considered the petition. The coho salmon recovery plan was adopted by the
Commission in February 2004 (California Department of Fish and Game 2004). However, the
Commission declined to list the coho under CESA in June 2004 on a split vote, noting that existing
federal protections and voluntary conservation measures and efforts guided by the recovery plan appear
sufficient at this time to stem declines of coho salmon in California. On August 5, 2004, the Commission
voted to list the coho as threatened from Punta Gorda north to the Oregon border.

California Department Transportation

Caltrans is responsible for activities within the right-of-way (ROW) for SR 299, and any activities that
occur within the ROW are subject to approval by Caltrans. Material excavated from the left side of the
Trinity River will be transported to an approved location outside the project boundary; because
transporting these materials will require crossing the right-of-way, an encroachment permit will be
required. Caltrans has met with TRRP staff to review and discuss the technical requirements that would
be included in an encroachment permit.

California State Lands Commission

Since the State of California maintains ownership of the bed of the Trinity River, placement of structures
in the river may require a public agency lease from the SLC. The SLC reviewed the NOP for the project
in January 2006 during the scoping process. Since the state interest has not been defined (jurisdiction has
not been determined for the project area), a lease application from the SLC will not be required for the
Proposed Action. The SLC maintains, however, that a retroactive lease application may be required if, in
the future, jurisdiction is determined for the area in question.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
The Regional Water Board requires that a project proponent obtain a Section 401 (CWA) water quality
certification for Section 404 permits granted by the Corps. Since the project would have the potential to
affect water quality in the Trinity River, the Regional Water Board is likely to impose water quality
limitations on the project, either through water quality certification and/or a waste discharge requirement.

Reclamation will prepare and submit to the Regional Water Board a request for water quality certification
or waste discharge requirements. The request will be submitted to the Regional Water Board when the
pre-construction notification is sent to the Corps for the Section 404 permit. A likely condition of the
Section 401 certification is the preparation of an erosion and sedimentation control plan and a spill
prevention and containment plan.

California Reclamation Board

The Trinity River basin does not have any flood control project levees and floodways. Therefore, the
California Reclamation Board does not have jurisdictional authority over the Trinity River. No
encroachment permit from the Reclamation Board will be required for this project.

Trinity County Ordinances

The Trinity County Floodplain Management Ordinance, found in Section 29.4 of the County Zoning
Ordinance, requires a Floodplain Development Permit for projects that would alter the Trinity River
floodplain on private lands within the jurisdiction of Trinity County. The principal requirement of the
permit is certification by a registered professional engineer or architect that construction will not
adversely affect the flood-carrying capacity of any altered portion of the watercourse, and will not
cumulatively raise the 100-year flood elevation by more than 1 foot in the project area. The ordinance
also requires notification of adjacent communities, the CDFG, the Corps, the Regional Water Board, and
the DWR prior to any alteration or relocation of a watercourse, and the submission of evidence of such
notification to the Federal Insurance Administration and the FEMA.

5.3.3 CONSISTENCY DETERMINATIONS

Governing laws for which a consistency determination will need to be made are summarized below.

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Trinity County implements FEMA’s NFIP through its Floodplain Management Ordinance, which is
contained in Section 29.4 of the Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance No. 315). County participation in the
NFIP is voluntary, but if the County elected to not participate, landowners in Trinity County would be
ineligible for flood insurance and the County would be ineligible for disaster relief payments when flood
or other damages occur to facilities such as county roads.

Under the County’s Floodplain Management Ordinance, projects must not to increase 100-year flood
elevation, otherwise known as base flood elevation (BFE), by more than 12 inches. The general concept
of mechanical channel rehabilitation is to remove riparian berms and to lower floodplain elevations in a
manner that allows the river to regain some degree of alluvial form and function (build point bars and
scour pools). At the level of engineering analysis associated with this EA/DEIR, the alternatives that
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remove material from the floodplain to upland locations would result in lowering or having no
detrimental effects on floodplain elevations within the boundary of the Proposed Action. Prior to
issuance of a Floodplain Development Permit for the Proposed Action, the County must receive
engineering data to certify that the project will not negatively affect the BFE by more than 12 inches.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to evaluate the effects of federal undertakings on
historical, archaeological, and cultural resources. Agencies are required, within the vicinity of Proposed
Actions, to identify historical or archeological properties, including properties on the NRHP, and those
that the agency and the SHPO agree are eligible for listing on the NRHP. If the federal project is
determined to have an adverse effect on properties listed on the NRHP or those eligible for listing on the
NHRP, the agency is required to consult with the SHPO and the ACHP to develop alternatives or
mitigation measures to allow the project to proceed.

An archeological survey report and historic property survey report have been prepared for the Proposed
Action. This report documents the findings of the cultural resources reconnaissance, which was
conducted according to the protocol outlined in the Programmatic Agreement among the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Hoopa Valley Tribe,
California State Historic Preservation Office, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
regarding Implementation of the Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration. The conclusion of this
evaluation was that the features within the APE defined for the Proposed Action do not meet the criteria
for eligibility for inclusion on the NRHP. With implementation of mitigation measures identified in
Section 3.11, the Proposed Action would have no effect on cultural resources.

Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

The federal WSRA designates qualifying free-flowing river segments as wild, scenic, or recreational.

The WSRA establishes requirements applicable to water resources projects affecting wild, scenic, or
recreational rivers within the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, as well as rivers designated on the
National Rivers Inventory. Under the WSRA, a federal agency may not assist in the construction of a
water resources project that would have a direct and adverse effect on the free-flowing, scenic, or natural
values of a wild or scenic river. If the project would affect the free-flowing characteristics of a designated
river or unreasonably diminish the scenic, recreational, and fish and wildlife values present in the area,
such activities should be undertaken in a manner that would minimize adverse impacts, and should be
developed in consultation with the administering agency. The Trinity River is designated for its
outstandingly remarkable anadromous fishery values and has been classified as a Recreational River from
Cedar Flat to Lewiston Dam. Appendix D includes a Wild and Scenic River Section 7 Analysis and
Determination for the Proposed Action, which concludes that the Proposed Action would not affect the
free-flowing condition of this segment of the Trinity River and would therefore be in compliance with
BLM Resource Management Plan guidelines.

State Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

Under the California WSRA, the segment of the Trinity River associated with the Proposed Action is
designated as “scenic” and “recreational.” This classification was designated in 1980, a year prior to the

Indian Creek Rehabilitation Site: Trinity River Mile 93.7-96.5 Trinity River Restoration Program
EA/Draft EIR 5-8 July 2006



5. Consultation and Coordination

Error! Main Document Only.
federal designation. Public Resources Code Section 5093.53[b] defines “scenic rivers” as being “those

rivers or segments of rivers that are free of impoundments, with shorelines or watersheds still largely
primitive and shorelines largely undeveloped, but accessible in places by roads.” “Recreational rivers”
are defined as “those rivers or segments of rivers that are readily accessible by road or railroad, that may
have some development along their shorelines, and that may have undergone some impoundment or
diversion in the past. There are no permits required for the Proposed Action specific to the state WSRA.

5.3.4 FEDERAL EXECUTIVE ORDERS

The project is required to comply with the following federal executive orders and implementing policies.

Executive Order 11990 for Wetlands

Executive Order 11990 requires federal agencies to prepare wetland assessments for federally funded
projects located within or affecting wetlands. Agencies must avoid undertaking new construction in
wetlands unless no practicable alternative is available and the proposed action includes all practicable
measures to minimize effects to wetlands. The Proposed Action will affect a small area of jurisdictional
wetlands (wetlands under the jurisdiction of the Corps). The loss of wetland habitat will be addressed
through avoidance, habitat restoration within areas temporarily disturbed during construction, and habitat
creation for riparian wetland permanently lost. Reclamation will continue to coordinate with the Corps
regarding the Section 404 permit and potential mitigation measures.

Executive Order 11988 for Floodplain Management

Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to prepare floodplain assessments for projects located
within or affecting floodplains. If an agency proposes an action within a floodplain, it must consider
alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible development of the floodplain. If the only
practicable alternative involves siting in a floodplain, the agency must explain why the action is proposed
in the floodplain and must minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain. As discussed in Section
3.4, “Water Resources,” the hydraulic information indicates that the Proposed Action would not constitute
a significant encroachment on the base floodplain.

Executive Order 12898 for Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high and
adverse human health and environmental effects of federal programs, policies, and activities on minority
and low-income populations. Federal agencies are required to provide opportunities for input in the
NEPA process by affected communities and to evaluate significant and adverse effects of proposed
federal actions on minority and low-income communities during the preparation of NEPA documents.
The NEPA scoping process can be used to solicit information on the concerns of minority and low-
income populations. If a proposed federal action will not result in significant adverse impacts on minority
and low-income populations, the environmental document must describe how Executive Order 12898 was
addressed during the NEPA process. Section 3.13 of the EA/DEIR contains a specific section on
environmental justice, including details on federal responsibilities. The preliminary findings indicate that
the Proposed Action will not have an adverse effect on minority and low-income populations.
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Executive Order 13007 for Indian Sacred Sites on Federal Land

Executive Order 13007 provides that each federal agency with statutory or administrative responsibility
for management of federal lands shall, to the extent practicable and as permitted by law, accommodate
access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners, and shall avoid
adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites. The potential for any such sites to occur
within the boundary established for the project is discussed in Section 3.11. The preliminary findings
indicate the Proposed Action will not have an adverse effect on Indian Sacred Sites on federal land.

Executive Order 12373 for State, Area-Wide, and Local Plan and Program Consistency

Agencies must consider the consistency of a proposed action with approved state and local plans and
laws. In accordance with Executive Order 12372, this EA/DEIR has been prepared with input from the
cooperating, responsible, and trustee agencies. Additionally, Trinity County policies that would affect or
be affected by any of the alternatives are discussed in Chapter 3. During the public review period, the
EA/DEIR will be circulated to the appropriate state and local entities to satisfy review and consultation
requirements.

Executive Order 13112 (Invasive Species)

Executive Order 13112 requires federal agencies to use relevant programs and authorities to:

= prevent the introduction of invasive species;

= detect and control populations in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner;
= provide for restoration of native species;

= promote public education on invasive species; and

= not authorize, fund or carry out actions to cause or promote the spread or introduction of invasive
species.

Indian Trust Assets

The United States Government’s trust responsibility for Indian trust assets requires federal agencies to
take measures to protect and maintain trust assets. These responsibilities include taking reasonable
actions to preserve and restore tribal resources. Indian trust assets are legal interests in property and
rights held in trust by the United States for Indian tribes or individuals. This EA/DEIR contains a specific
section on Tribal Trust (Section 3.10) that details federal responsibilities with regard to the Hoopa Valley
and Yurok tribal resources. The preliminary findings indicate the Proposed Action will not have an
adverse effect on Indian trust assets.
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Chapter 7

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

°C degrees Celsius

°F degrees Fahrenheit

5C Program Five Counties Salmonid Conservation Program

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

ADT average daily traffic

AEAM Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management

af acre-feet

afa acre feet annually

a.m. morning

APE Area of Potential Effect

BA Biological Assessment

Basin Plan Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region, as amended June 28,
2001

BA/EFHA Biological Assessment/Essential Fish Habitat Assessment

BEA U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis

BFE base flood elevation

BIA U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs

BLM U.S. Bureau of Land Management

BMP best management practice

CAA Clean Air Act

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards

CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency

Caltrans California Department of Transportation

CARB California Air Resources Board

CCAA California Clean Air Act

CCR California Code of Regulations

CDF California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

CDFA California Department of Food and Agriculture

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game

CED Center for Economic Development

Census U.S. Bureau of the Census

CEQ President’s Council on Environmental Quality

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Information System

CESA California Endangered Species Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

cfs cubic feet per second
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7. List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

CHP
CLOMR
CNDDB
CNEL
CNPS
CcoO

CO,
Commission
Corps
County
CRA
CRHR
CTR
CUPA
CVvP
CVPIA
CWA

dso

dB
dBA
DEIS
DOl
DTSC
DWR

EA
EA/DEIR
EDD
EFH
EFHA
e.g.
EIR
EIS
EPA
ESA
ESU
et al.
et seq.

FDA
FEIS/EIR
FEMA
FHO
FIRM
FMP
FONSI
FR

California Highway Patrol

conditional letter of map revision
California Natural Diversity Database
community noise equivalent level
California Native Plant Society

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

California State Fish and Game Commission
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Trinity County

California Resources Agency

California Register of Historic Resources
California Toxics Rule

Certified Unified Program Agency
Central Valley Project

Central Valley Project Improvement Act
Clean Water Act

mean diameter of channel bed material
logarithmic decibel

“A-weighted” decibel scale

draft environmental statement

U.S. Department of the Interior
Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Department of Water Resources

Environmental Assessment

Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report
California Employment Development Department
essential fish habitat

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment

for example

Environmental Impact Report

Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Endangered Species Act

Evolutionarily Significant Unit

and others

the following ones

Food and Drug Administration

Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
Federal Emergency Management Agency

Flood Hazard Overlay

Flood Insurance Rate Maps

Fishery Management Plan

Finding of No Significant Impact

Federal Register
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7. List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

FY

GIS

H,S
HEC-RAS
Hg

HVT

i.e.
ISMS

JCVFD
KFMC

KMP
KOP

MBTA
maf
MCE
MCL
MDBM
mg

ml
MMRP
MOU
mph
MSA
msl

NAAQS
NAD
NAHC
NCAB
NCRWQCB

fiscal year

geographic information system

hydrogen sulfide

Hydraulic Engineering Center River Analysis System
mercury

Hoopa Valley Tribe

that is
Interagency Species Management System

Junction City Volunteer Fire Department

Klamath Fishery Management Council
kilogram

Klamath Mountains Province

key observation point

day-night average sound level
equivalent noise levels

letter of map revision

Land and Resource Management Plan
large woody debris

meter

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
million acre-feet

maximum credible earthquake
maximum contaminant level
Mount Diablo Base and Meridian
milligram

milliliters

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
memorandum of understanding
miles per hour
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Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

mean sea level

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

North American Datum

Native American Heritage Commission

North Coast Air Basin

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

Trinity River Restoration Program

July 2006

7-3

Indian Creek Rehabilitation Site: Trinity River Mile 93.7-96.5

Administrative Draft EA/EIR



7. List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

NCUAQMD North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service (now NOAA Fisheries)

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NOI Notice of Intent

NO nitrogen oxide gases

NO, nitrogen dioxide

NOD Notice of Determination

NOP Notice of Preparation

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NSR North State Resources, Inc.

NTU nephelometric turbidity unit

O, ozone

OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

OES Office of Emergency Services

OHP Office of Historic Preservation

ORVs Outstandingly Remarkable Values

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration

PA Programmatic Agreement

Pb Lead

PFMC Pacific Fishery Management Council

pga peak ground acceleration

p.m. night

PM;s fine particulate matter (particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic
diameter)

PMs, particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter

ppb parts per billion

ppm parts per million

Q flow rate (typically expressed in cfs)

Qso 50-year flood flow

Q100 base or 100-year flood flow

Qunax maximum unobstructed flow

Quicr maximum controlled-flow release

Q197 estimated flow during 1/1/97

ORV outstandingly remarkable values

PA Programmatic Agreement

PFMC Pacific Fishery Management Council

PL Public Law

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Reclamation U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
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7. List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

REIS

Regional Water Board
RM

RMP

ROD

ROW

RPM

RSL

RVD

RWQCB

SCH

Sec
SEIS
SHPO
SLC
SO,
SMARA
SONCC
SR

SRA
State Water Board
STNF
SWPPP
SWRCB

TCLP
TCRCD
TCSD
TCWMC
T™C
TMDL
TRD
TRFE
TRFES
TRMFR
TRRP
TRSSH

usC
USDA
USFS
USFWS
USGS

VAU
VRM

Regional Economic Information System

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
River Mile

Resource Management Plan

Record of Decision

right-of-way

reasonable and prudent measures

Redwood Science Laboratory

Recreational Visitor Day

Regional Water Quality Control Board

State Clearinghouse

section

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
California State Historic Preservation Officer
California State Lands Commission

sulfur dioxide

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
Southern Oregon/Northern California Coasts
State Route

shaded riverine aquatic

State Water Resources Control Board
Shasta-Trinity National Forest

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
Trinity County Resource Conservation District
Trinity County Sheriff’s Department

Trinity County Weed Management Cooperative
Trinity Management Council

Total Maximum Daily Load

Trinity River Diversion

Trinity River Flow Evaluation

Trinity River Flow Evaluation Study

Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration
Trinity River Restoration Program

Trinity River Salmon and Steelhead Hatchery

United States Code

U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geological Survey

visual assessment unit
Visual Resource Management
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7. List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

WCB
WDRs
WMA
WQC
WSE
WSRA

California Wildlife Conservation Board
Waste Discharge Requirements

Weed Management Area

Water Quality Certification
water-surface elevation

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
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List of Preparers

Bureau of Reclamation

TRINITY RIVER RESTORATION PROGRAM OFFICE

Doug Schleusner Executive Director

Ed Solbus, P.E. Implementation Branch Chief
F. Brandt Gutermuth Environmental Specialist

Joe Riess, P.E. Project Engineer

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA AREA OFFICE
Bufford Holt, Ph.D. Environmental Specialist

MID-PACIFIC REGION OFFICE

Frank Perniciaro Native American Affairs Specialist
Patrick Welch Regional Archaeologist
Amy Lawrence Assistant Archaeologist
Adam Nickels Assistant Archaeologist

Bureau of Land Management

Francis Berg Chief of Natural Resources
Glen Miller Environmental Coordinator
Joe Molter Botanist

William Kuntz Recreation Planner

Trinity County Planning Department

Tom Stokely Principal Planner
Joshua Allen Assistant Planner
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8. List of Preparers

North State Resources, Inc.

Steven Towers, Ph.D.
Paul Uncapher

Wirt Lanning

Keith Marine

Mike Gorman
Ginger Bolen

Benita Moore

Colby Boggs
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Constance Carpenter
Kathryn McDonald
Sylvia Jepsen

Erin Mitchell

Principal

Project Manager

Senior Planner/Environmental Specialist
Senior Fisheries/Aquatic Specialist
Fisheries/Aquatic Specialist
Biologist/Environmental Specialist
Graphic Production/GIS Specialist
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Environmental Specialist
Ecologist/Environmental Specialist
Technical Editor

Word Processing/Graphics

Word Processing/Document Production

Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLC.
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Distribution List

9.1 Federal Agencies

. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

" U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

" U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management
. National Marine Fisheries Service

. U.S. Forest Service

] Natural Resource Conservation Service

9.2 State Agencies

California Department of Fish and Game

" California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region
" California State Lands Commission

" California Department of Transportation

. California Department of Water Resources

" California Department of Forestry

9.3 Local Agencies

" North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District
" Trinity County Planning Department

9.4 Other Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals

" Hoopa Valley Tribe
. Yurok Tribe
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